In the article "Should I Stop or Should I Go? The Role of Associations and Expectancies" by Maisy Best, Natalia S. Lawrence, Gordon D. Logan, Ian P. L. McLaren, and Frederick Verbruggen (Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 2016, Vol. 42, No. 1, pp. 115-137. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000116), there is an error in Table 3 of the Results and third paragraph of the Results section labeled Test phase. In Experiment 4, the study performed an exploratory post-hoc test of the go reaction times in the training phase, contrasting stop-associated and go-associated items. Control items were excluded. Instead of reporting the results of the full analysis (with all three items types included), the authors incorrectly reported the results of this post-hoc analysis in Table 3 and in the main text. The correct analysis is presented below. Note that all other analyses reported in the tables and main text are correct. The R code shared via Open Research Exeter data repository (http://hdl.handle .net/10871/17735) is also correct. The interaction between image type and block is no longer significant when control items are included (p ϭ .094; p ϭ .037 for the post-hoc test). However, this does not alter the conclusion that encouraging subjects to attend to the items influenced retrieval of stimulus-stop associations: the authors still found a reliable effect of item type in the p(respond|stop) measure during training, a reliable effect of item type during the test phase for go reaction times, and a numerical trend in the test phase for the p(respond|stop) measure. The numerical trends in go RT during training (see Figure 6 ) are also consistent with the idea that learning influenced performance in this task. The correct table is presented below. 
